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REMARKS 

Reconsiderarioii of tbe appUcation and eaJiy of flic atneodmeot ai« respcctfally 
requested. Claims I to 13 and 17 w 23 ax* cuWy 

have been amended. 

The Office Action mailed July 1, 2004 addressed claims 1 w 13 and 17 to 23. 

Ctolms 1 to 13 and 17 a> 23 were iqected. 

m specification WW objected to as fiultog to piwide 
fer the claimed subject matttt. The Examiner stated tbatcoirertion of die Mowm^ 
was tequiicd: «aaidli« ctoims 1 an^^ 

lirtad in the speciflcaiion as materials fbr the center COM coi^^ 

daims 3 audio, the specificalion does not inetade the center core componem of 

caiboxylic ackl sah; and regarding chum 5, die ewer Shore D hardness »^ 

is not siqiportedby die qicdfication. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees widi die Examiner and sdhmits thatihe 
specifictttion provide proper wtccedeot basis for flje claimed snbject matter. 
Begaiding claims 1 and 17. Applicant respectlUly su^ 
the core li^yei are listed in the specification for bofli the core lay ff 
See, for ejample, page 15, line 42 to page 16, line 9. where die speclficati^ 
materials and states fliat "die same rubber composition, exa^t for die spe^ 
agent, <« be used hi bodittocenttsi compo However, different 

coDTOsitiona can readily be used in die diffcreot layert , incta^ 
materials such as adiennoidastic elastomer or a diennoplastic ittbber, or atheiraoset 
rubberoratbcrmosetelastom«rmaierial."(Seepafiel6,lines4to9). BflgsidinB 
claims 3 and 20, Applicant respectfolly submits tiwt flic spedfication discloses die 
ceiittr core free of carb«?ylic add salt. The spedficatioii repeatedly stales that die 
center cote is preferably &ee of zinc diacrylaie (see. for example, psge 17, lines 5 to 
7). The specification additionally states diat die center cote prefferably^ 
metal caibojtylate cross-linking agents (see page 21. Knes 6 to 8)- The spedflcaHon 
deftnes me metal carboxylaie cross-linking agent and lists examples, suchiB aanc 
diacrylate (see page 21, lines 8 to 25). Regandng claimS, Applicant respcctfiUly 
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from 35 to 90. Original elaim 5 of ite pareoi appUcarioa, Serial No. 09/894.960, 
claiined a cover a Sfcore D hudaesa ftom 35 to 90. 

For ac least ifaBse leasons. Applicant respectfiiUy suhmite that the objection to 
the .^ecificatioii has bean overcome. Applicant ihewfoieiespectMy requests ti^ 
gv^mfaPT t«aMBHder and wilMaaw the oibjertion. 

Claims 6 and 18 we«e K^ectod nnder 35 U.S.C. « 112. second paragraph, as 
l^lng iodefiBto Ibt Ming to panicutariy poitt oot ^ 
matter ^rtiWi applicant legaids as the 1^^ Hie Examiner stated that U is not 
dear if applicant is wfetring to the polytotndiene in tt»e cento 

core lag^er or both. 

Applicant lespecHWly dUagrees wi(b the Ixanrincar and sutenit that the dahns 
are not indefimie, but to aaefiott to hasten ptosecntion, daims 6 and 18 have been 
amended to stan that •sulfur cured polybutadiene" has a cis 1.4 coi«»it of greater than 
90 percent. 

For at least tiiese reasons. AppUcant respectfWIy submits Hiat the i^ection of 
clauns 6 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph has been overcome. 
Applicant therefcre tespectMy leqjjests that the Examiner reconsider an^ 

Oie rejection. 

aahns I to 9. 11, 13, 17 to 20, 22 and 23 were rejected onto 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being anticipated by Shama (4,848.770) in view of Crompton (?,239,228). 
The Eaminer stated that regarding claim 1 , Shama discloses a golf ball can^rising a 
center cote, a maniie layer and a cover . the center cote is inadc from a sullUr cured 
natural nitber or cis-l .4 polybwtadiene, the mantle layer is disposed over the center 
core and comprises a cis-l .4 polybutadicne and peroxide, and a cover is formed over 
tbemamie. TteExamtoerftarficr stated that Shama does not expUcitlydisdoses^ 
cured polybutadiene, bm ttompton teaches a golf baU core coinprisiog a 
poiybutadiene. The Examiner fiiither slated that regarding daim 2, i^ 
a diameter from 0.70 to 1.25 inches; regarding daim 3, die center core does not 
inchide carbojjyKc add salt;, regarding dalm 4, the mantle layer has a diameter from 
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1.49 to 1.56 iMhes; regarding tlata 5, tbe cover has a Shore D lui^ 
64; tegarting claim 6. the center core comprises a polybutadienc with at least 97% cis- 
X.4 stmctiire; leprdtag dwm 7. the cenuer core has a specific gravity from 13 to 1.5; 
legaiding daim 11, flic center core inclwles an initiator (accelerator); and regaidtog 
claim 13. the peroxide is dicumyJpetoxidc. The Ewmioer further stated thai 
legjatog claim 17» Sbama dj«dose» a golf ball comprising a center core, a mantle 
layer and a cove». the center core is made ftom a sulto cured natural rubb^ 
polyboladicne aiid has a Shore A haidDess to 84 to 100. the manlte 

over flie center cote ai«i coinpilsw a cis-M polybutadienc and 

Shore D hardnew to 30 to 64, and a ewer is fctmed over the mantle; regarding 

. claim 18, the center cote campri«s a polybutadieMwia at leart 
iisgarding daim 19, Shama discloses any polybuiadiene nlbbcrs wilh at le^ 
1.4 struciaie may be used; regarding claim 20, the center core does not include 

caiboxylic salt; regarding daim 22, the perootidc is dicumyl peiondc; and regarding 
daim 21, the center core inchides an initiator. The Examiner condudedfliat one of 
otdinaiy skiU ia the art would have modi£W Shama in vie«r of 

resilioice. 

AppUcant respectMy disagrees with the EsBuniner and submits that the 
ExaminerhasfailedtoinalMOUtaiJriwaJSiefecascofobv^^ Shamadoesnoi 
disclose a sulflir cured polybntodiene, a» disdoeed and dflimed by Applicant in daims 
1 and 17. Shama discloses only sulftir cured natural tribber. or synthetic n*ber. siteh 
as polybatadicoe. that is cured with a cross4inIcing agent ax«d a ^ 

Cronqrton disdoses a one piece or two piece golf baU wherein the bdl is famed to 
a coinposition comprising polybutadiene,sdfte and oilter ingredients. Crompton 

explidtly sates that "The tesUicnce is primarily obtained to the polybutodieoe 
polymer" , "polybutadieoe is the important ingredient for resiUence", and the best 
cesiUeoee is obtained to "a polybutadiene stereo controUcd to tbe oonfiggration of 
35% cte, 58% trans and 7% 1-2" (sec column 1, lines 41 to 65). C«anpton makes no 
soggestiim fl»t resilience will ixnptove with the use of a sulfUr doss-liddng agent, but 
instead stetesiiiat the polybutadiene choice controls tbe resilience. Applicam 
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T«pect6my subnuts aiat there is no moxivatioa^ 

Shama, which discloses a golf ball with "excellent perfonnanoe characteristics" (see 
GohUDD 1» lines 32 to 35). with Cromptott. which <Iiscloses one piece or two piece gplf 
balls that aiein^KOvedhyosiag a panicolarpolyl^ There is no disclosure or 
teadiing in Cron^iton to sittgest that the specific po^ 

vulcanizing agent woMptodnce a golf ban with improved piMpert^ Oneskinedin 
the art would not be nwtivaied to modify Shama, which produces a three piece golf baU 
with superior piopertw, with the core or composition of Ciompto^ 
already liswpoiybBtadieae as a preferred dwicete the cote BiM^ BvenifShanja 

did substiOtfe fl»e core con^wsttiom of CwwjpK^ 

p61ybvtadienB having ads 1,4 content of greater than 90 pocent. Applicant 

lespectfuUy subniits thai the mere {act that Shama can be inodilied in 

soggestBd by the Examine does not make the niodificsfion obvious, and Appl^^ 

itspectMly submits that there is no mot^«tion or suggestion to in^ 

Qioiopton in die manner suggested by the BxamineT. 

For at least these reasons, AppUcant tespectMy submiis itiat dains 1 to 9, 11 , 

13. 17 to 20, 22 and 23 are not obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Shama In view of 

Crotnpton. ApplicanttherefbietespectfiillyrequcstBliiatther^ectionof 1 tD9, 11. 

13, 17 to 20, 22 and 23 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious ma Shama in view of 

Cron^ton be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

n»w 0 and 9 ata ttjeeted under 35 U,S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Shama (4,84«,770) in view of Aoyama (5.688,192). The Examiner stated that Shama 
discloses the invention as shown above but «^ to inctode foamed Of cd^ 
as a liUer type, but Aoyama teaches ccUnlar filter, tbe&taminercooctadedfliatone 
skiUcd hi the art would have included a oeDuIar finer to achieve flie desired weight of 
the golf baU. and regarding claim 8. Shama discloses that any wdl known filler m«r be 
added to achieve the desired specific gravity, therefare one skiUed in the art would 
lower fhc specific gravity to make the ball lighter. 

Applicant tespectfully disagrees wifli tiie Examiner and submits Oat dw 
Examiner has foiled to make out a prima facit case of obviousness. As discussed 
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above. Shajw does not disdose a s^^rcured polybutadiene or AppMcaDt's invenlion. 
Ttoeibre, oe oMltioii of Aoywna for a cdlular filler also does not disdose 
AppUtttttt'stoveiition. AdditiooaUy. claims 8 9 depend trom data I, ^ 
Applfcant leapectMly submits is allowable, as discussed above. IHerefore. Applicant 
also tespcctfoUy submita that daims 8 and 9 are aUo allowable. 

For at least diese reasons. Applicant respectMly submits that claims 8 and 9 are 
notobvioa8Wider35U.S.C. 103(a) over ShamainviewofAoyama. Applicant 

fl^cfore re««ctfiilly requests iliai ibe rgec^ 
obvious over Shama in view of Aoyama be rewHisid^ 

Claims l to IS and 17 to23 wcrer^ectednnder tbe judidally created doctrine 
of obvioosness-lype double patenting as being nupatemable over claims 1 to 15 of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,fi95,718. m Examiner stated that alliifltt^i<i» conflicting dto are n^ 

identical, ibey are not patratably distinct. 

Although ^^Iflicam lespectfnUy disagrees wiih Exandner> an e©»rt to 

liasten prosecution, ApplicamwiU submit a TennmalDisdahner w^ 
tenninal poition of any patcm granting ftomihe instam application, ^ 
MPEP§ 1490, ancc the remaining r^jecUons have been overcome. Applicant 

respectfully sabmils diat tlus will overcome the redeeiion. 

The Examiner is invited to tekiflionc AjpUcam's anorney if It is deemed^ 

telephone conveiMtian wiU hasten pr6s6wW0n of the^ ^ 
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rONCLOSMlN 

aUow«« of clatatt 1 » 13 17 to 23 , Cte clto 

Respectfully subniiiiad, 

R. DENNIS NBSBlTT 



XfichelleBMbce, Rm, NoU2,370 



Tlje Top-FlitB Golf Compaiiy 
A ^t^'txwvdvam^ of <^uaw» Coir Coswr 

Attorney for AppUcwrts 



Qiicopee, MA 01021-0901 
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